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In re Application of: 

Serial No.: 

Date Filed: 

Group Art Unit: 

Confirmation No.: 

Examiner: 

Title: 



Michael E. Brown et al. 

09/961,218 

September 21, 2001 

2145 

4097 

Bhatia, Ajay M. 

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR NAMING 
HOSTS IN A DISTRIBUTED DATA 
PROCESSING SYSTEM 



MAIL STOP - APPEAL 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Dear Sir: 



PRE-APPEAL REQUEST AND ARGUMENTS 

The following Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review ("Request") is being filed in 
accordance with the provisions set forth in the Official Gazette Notice of July 12, 2005 ("OG 
Notice"). At the time of the Office Action mailed January 21, 2009, Claims 1-12 and 14-22 
were pending in this Application. Claims 1-12 and 14-22 were rejected. No claim amendments 
are hereby requested. Pursuant to the OG Notice, this Request is being filed concurrently with a 
Notice of Appeal. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the Application in light of 
the remarks set forth below. 
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REMARKS 

Applicants contend that the rejections of Claims 1-12 and 14-22 on prior art grounds 
contain clear legal and factual deficiencies, as described below. Claims 1-12 and 14-22 are 
pending. Claims 1-4, 6, 9-11, 16-18, and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0161868 filed by Paul et al {Paul) in 
view of U.S. Patent No.: 5,974,547 to Yevgeniy Klimenko {Kilmenko). Dependent Claims 5, 7, 
8, 12, 14, 15, 19, 20, and 21 stand rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Paul, Kilmenko, in further view of U.S. Patent No. 5,864,656 to Jee-Kyoung Park {Park). 

Applicants contend that the rejections of Claims 1-12 and 14-22 are not proper for at 
least the reasons described in Applicants' Request for Continued Examination filed December 
10, 2008 at Pages 10-21 ("Applicants' Response")- In short. Applicants contend that, contrary 
to the Examiner's assertions, the cited references do not teach or suggest, either alone or in 
combination, each and every element of the recited claims.^ 

Rejections under 35 U,S,C. §103 

As set forth in Applicants' Response, Applicants respectfully submit that Paul, 
Kilmenko, and Park each fail to teach or suggest all the elements of at least the independent 
Claims. For example. Independent Claim 1 recites, in part: 

receiving a unique identifier (UID) at a cluster controller from each of a 
plurality of hosts in communication with the cluster controller, while at least one 
of the plurality of hosts is executing in a pre boot execution environment; 

in response to receiving the UIDs, causing the plurality of hosts to produce 
ready signals; 

receiving user input from a first host among the plurality of hosts, the user 
input comprising notification of the insertion of a disk within the first host; 

in response to receiving the user input from a first host, associating a first 
host name with the UID for the first host; 

after associating the first host name with the UID for the first host, causing 
the first host to produce a completion signal; 

receiving user input from a second host among the plurality of hosts; and 

repeating the operations of receiving replies from hosts, associating host 
names with UIDs, and causing hosts to produce completion signals, until each of 
the plurality of hosts has been named, such that the user input dictates the order in 
which host names are assigned to the multiple hosts. 



1 It is noted in the OG Notice at http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/com/sol/og/2005/week28/patbrefhtm that 
"Applicants are encouraged to refer to arguments already of record rather than repeating them in the request." 
Accordingly, Applicants refer here to, and summarize, the previous arguments rather than reciting them explicitly. 
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Independent Claims 9 and 16 recite similar elements. Applicants submit that at least these 
elements are missing in the cited references. 

Independent Claims 1, 9, and 16 

Independent Claims 1, 9, and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Paul in view of Klimenko. Applicants disagree. 

The Examiner has suggested that in Paragraph [0032], Paul discloses "providing a 
UID." (Office Action, Page 2). However, Paragraph [0032] only provides how a PXE specifies 
the communication protocols that a client may use to request an NBP. See Applicants' 
Response, Pages 12-13. This paragraph is silent to any teachings or suggestions, and the 
Examiner has failed to point where specifically in the relied upon paragraphs of Paul that 
includes receiving a unique identifier (UID) at a cluster controller from each of a plurality of 
hosts in communication with the cluster controller, as recited in Independent Claim 1 . 

As another example, the Examiner argues that the ready signal recited in Claim 1 is 
"interpretable as the request to download the specified NBP" recited in Paragraphs [0035] and 
[0038]. (Office Action, Pages 2 and 5). Applicants disagree. However, for argument sake, 
even if the Examiner's interpretation is correct, the request to download the specified NBP is 
not in response to receiving the UIDs, as recited in Independent Claim 1 . Further, Paragraphs 
[0035] and [0038] does not cause a plurality of host to produce ready signals, as recited in 
Claim 1. See Applicants' Response, Pages 13-14. 

The Examiner contends that while Paul fails to teach or suggest receiving user input 
from a first host among the plurality of hosts, the user input comprising notification of the 
insertion of a disk with the first host, Klimenko discloses this element. The Examiner refers to 
Column 4, Lines 17-63 suggesting that Interrupt 13 uses a "BIOS to notify the system of the 
insertion of the disk." (Office Action, Page 3). Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed 
to provide evidence within relied upon sections of Klimenko to support this contention. Rather, 
on the contrary, in the relied upon passage, Klimenko merely discloses that Interrupt 13 "handles 
hard disk emulation." See Applicants' Response, Pages 14-15. Thus, Klimenko fails to teach 
or suggest receiving user input from a first host among the plurality of hosts, the user input 
comprising notification of the insertion of a disk with the first host, as recited in Claim 1 . 

In another example, the Examiner contents that Paul discloses that in response to 
receiving the user input from a first host, associating a first host name with the UID for the first 
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host and cites to Paragraphs [0035] and [0043]. See Office Action, Pages 3 and 5. As noted in 
Applicants' Response, the relied upon section fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a host name 
and a UID much less associating a first host name with the UID^ as recited in Claim 1 . See 
Applicants' Response, Page 16. The Examiner has failed to show which element within the 
cited passages correlate to a UID and which element correlates to a host name and where the 
association is made. 

The Examiner, after Applicants specifically requested in Applicants' Response that the 
Examiner comply with 37 C.F.R. § 1.104 and 35 U.S.C. § 132, cited that Paragraphs [0032], 
[0035], and [0037] and in particular, that the PXEClient tag teaches or suggests a completion 
signal. See Office Action, Pages 3 and 5. However, the Examiner does not convey where in 
Paul the PXEClient tag is produced by a first host after associating the first host name with the 
UID for the first host, as recited in Claim 1 . Applicants submit that this element is absent in 
Paul 

The Examiner relies upon Paragraphs [0052] and [0043] of Paul and claims that these 
sections teach or suggest repeating the operations of receiving replies from hosts, associating 
host names with UIDs, and causing hosts to produce completion signals, until each of the 
plurality of hosts has been named, such that the user input dictates the order in which host 
names are assigned to the multiple hosts ^ as recited in Claim 1 . Further, the Examiner relies on 
Klimenko and contends that Klimenko "discusses the user input of the disk." (Office Action, 
Page 3). Again, the Examiner has failed to comply with 37 C.F.R. § 1.104 and 35 U.S.C. § 132 
as the Examiner has provided no evidence within Klimenko that supports the Examiner's 
contention. With respect to Paul, as noted in Applicants' Response, the relied upon section of 
Paul refers to a packet request by a PXE client and the response from the boot server(s) to this 
request. See Applicants' Response, Pages 17-18. Applicants submit that nowhere in the relied 
upon sections does Paul teach or suggest (1) receiving replies from hosts; (2) associating host 
names with UIDs; (3) causing hosts to produce completion signals, until each plurality of hosts 
have been name; and (4) such that the user input dictates the order in which hosts names are 
assigned to the multiple hosts. 

With respect to the Park reference. Park fails to teach or suggest the above-recited 
elements. Particularly, Park, separately or combined with Paul and/or Klimenko, fails to teach 
or suggest all the elements of Independent Claim 1 . For analogous reasons, Paul, Klimenko^ 
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and/or Park also fail to teach or suggest similar elements recited in Independent Claims 9 and 
16. Accordingly, the cited references cannon render Claims 1, 9, and 16 obvious. 

For at least these reasons, Paul, Klimenko, and Park, either separately or as combined by 
the Examiner, fails to disclose each and every limitation of independent Claims 1, 9, and 16. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection 
under § 103(a) over full allowance of Claims 1, 9, and 16 and their respective dependent claims. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit these Arguments in Support of Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review 
along with a Notice of Appeal. Applicant authorizes the Commissioner to charge Deposit 
Account No. 50-2148 in the amount of $540.00 for the Notice of Appeal, 

Applicants believe there are no further fees due at this time, however, the Commissioner 
is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees necessary or credit any overpayments to 
Deposit Account No. 50-2148 of Baker Botts L.L.P. 

If there are any matters concerning this Application that may be cleared up in a telephone 
conversation, please contact Applicant's attorney at 512.322.2684. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
Attorney for Applicants 

Brian K. Prewitt 
Reg. No. 60,135 

Date: ,\ ^1) )^^^ 

SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO : 
Baker Botts l.l.p. 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNT NO. 23640 

512.322.2684 

512.322.8383 (fax) 
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